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Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, the

President gave a stunning speech the
other day and talked about corporate
responsibility. This is the new face of
corporate responsibility, the chief law
enforcement officer of the Securities
and Exchange Commission. His name is
Harvey Pitt. He is a former lobbyist for
securities firms and accounting firms,
and as a lobbyist, he opposed all re-
forms and tightening of regulations.

He was not there at the President’s
speech and some would say, well, the
President’s trying to kind of hide this
guy because he is an embarrassment.
Well, no, despite the fact that some of
us think there is a crisis in corporate
ethics and the meltdown and the bank-
ruptcies and the pension losses and the
tanking of the stock market and all
the basic outright thievery that was
going on, he was at the beach on vaca-
tion, but it really does not matter
much because Harvey Pitt is so con-
flicted he cannot vote as the chief law
enforcement officer of the Securities
and Exchange Commission.

They were recently undertaking an
enforcement action against an ac-
counting firm. There were three com-
missioners present. They heard the evi-
dence of the staff. It was compelling.
They wanted to prosecute that firm,
but Mr. Pitt had to say, oh, excuse me,
they are my former clients, I represent
them, I cannot vote. The other woman
commissioner there said, gee, actually,
I represented them, too; I cannot vote.
So there was one commissioner left
who could vote, a Clinton appointee,
who did not have a conflict of interest.
He voted to prosecute them, but then
they appealed to an administrative law
judge and said, hey, you cannot convict
us with one vote, and in fact, the ad-
ministrative law judge said you are
right.

So here we have the new push for cor-
porate accountability and responsi-
bility, and we have a Securities and
Exchange Commission that cannot
prosecute anybody because two of the
three sitting members named by Presi-
dent Bush are so conflicted because
these are their former clients and their
future clients when they leave their so-
called public service they cannot vote.

So this is wonderful. We can talk
about getting tough, but nobody is
going to be prosecuted, fined or go to
jail. It is a very interesting sort of turn
of events.

Mr. Pitt has had and said some pret-
ty interesting things. Here is his phi-
losophy as the chief law enforcement
officer of the Securities and Exchange
Commission. In general, Mr. Pitt said
in November, My preferred approach to
any regulatory issue is one in which
the government’s participation is as
limited as reasonably possible.

Well, he is at the beach and he can-
not vote so I guess he is following his
own provisos here.

Then we have his other famous state-
ment when he was first sworn in. He
went up to his buddies on Wall Street,
had lunch, had a great time, lot of

champagne and stuff. They are cele-
brating his becoming their regulator
because they knew they would not
have to worry much, and he said and
promised, ‘‘a kinder and gentler place
for accountants.’’ The crooks could
come to Harvey, share lunch, and it
would be a kinder and gentler SEC.

If my colleagues saw the President’s
speech, there was this wonderful back-
drop. Corporate responsibility, it said
time and time and time again so one
would not miss the message, even
though, of course, the President was
not advocating anything new or any-
thing stringent or anything that might
really jeopardize any of his corporate
friends and contributors. Actually,
what most people in the public do not
know is actually that was the punish-
ment. There was already very stiff pun-
ishment levied on those Wall Street ty-
coons. They had had to write 1,000
times on the wall ‘‘corporate responsi-
bility’’ before the President’s speech.
That was their punishment, and that is
about the only punishment they are
going to get out of this administration.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. FOLEY) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. FOLEY addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)

f

RESTRICTION ON OCEAN DUMPING
OFF NEW JERSEY COAST

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I just
wanted to mention that I just intro-
duced H.R. 5092 along with my cospon-
sors, the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. ANDREWS) and the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. HOLT), and the pur-
pose of this legislation is to put in
place as a matter of law a restriction
on ocean dumping off the coast of New
Jersey, actually at a site about 6 miles
off the coast of my hometown in the
6th Congressional District, where sev-
eral years ago myself and the two sen-
ators from New Jersey, Mr. TORRICELLI
played a major role in this as well,
worked out an agreement with the Fed-
eral Environmental Protection Agency
that ocean dumping of toxic dredge
materials would cease being dumped at
this site called the mud dump site off
the Jersey shore and that henceforth
the site would be closed and the only
thing that could be placed there would
be clean fill material in order to reme-
diate the site and serve as a cap for the
toxic dredge materials that had been
dumped there for so many years.

I was very disappointed last week
when the EPA announced they were
going to allow dredging once again of
toxic materials from the Earl Naval
Weapons Depot in my district in
Leonardo, New Jersey, to be dumped at

this site, contrary to this agreement
that had been worked out. The agree-
ment specifically said that nothing
could be used as remediation material
and dumped at the mud dump site that
exceeded what was called a standard or
guideline of 113 parts per billion in
terms of PCBs.

We know that PCBs are very dam-
aging to human health, particularly
when they get into the marine life, and
they ultimately pass up through the
food chain, and we had all agreed pur-
suant to this understanding several
years ago that this standard or guide-
line of 113 would be the standard for
any kind of materials that would have
to be placed at the mud dump site.

Unfortunately, last week the EPA de-
cided to give a waiver so that the Navy
at Earl could dump materials that ex-
ceeded the 113 at the site, and yester-
day, pursuant to a court action that
was taken by U.S. Gypsum Company,
the Federal court in New York ruled
that because the EPA had not properly
promulgated the 113 standard, that it
could not be applied any more for
ocean dumping, and now there is some
concern about whether U.S. Gypsum
and other companies would be able to
dump again off the coast of New Jer-
sey.

So this legislation is necessary in
order to guarantee that ocean dumping
does not continue. Myself, the two Sen-
ators from New Jersey and other Mem-
bers of Congress have called upon the
administrator of the EPA, Mrs. Whit-
man, our former governor, to put the
113 standard into regulation as a mat-
ter of law, and hopefully she will do
that, but at the same time, in order to
back that up, I think it is necessary for
us to introduce legislation in the House
that would accomplish the same goal,
and that is what this legislation would
attempt to do.

Mr. Speaker, I do not have to tell my
colleagues how important it is that we
not continue to dump any kind of toxic
material off the coast of New Jersey or
anywhere else in the country. New Jer-
sey’s number one industry is tourism,
and particularly now in July, after the
July 4 holiday, there are so many peo-
ple using the beaches, coming down to
the Jersey Shore, both from New Jer-
sey as well as New York and the State
of Pennsylvania and even other States.
If people do not feel or do not have the
guarantee that the ocean water will be
clean, obviously they are not going to
swim and they should not swim.

The issue of ocean dumping does not
just affect bathers. It affects marine
life. It affects people who eat fish. It
affects so many things along the coast
of New Jersey and around the country,
and I think it really is imperative that
we stick to this standard of 113 parts
per billion to make sure that human
health is safeguarded and that we do
not go back into the trend that we had
so many years ago of continuing to
dump everything in the ocean with the
theory that somehow nobody would
know about it and it would not make a
difference.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH4524 July 11, 2002
It does make a difference. We have to

have clean water, and this legislation
hopefully will move quickly.

It is being sponsored and introduced
in the Senate today by Senators
Torricelli and Corzine from New Jer-
sey, and hopefully we will get a lot
more support for it and we can move it
quickly so that it becomes law.

f

REPORT ON H.R. 5093, DEPART-
MENT OF THE INTERIOR AND
RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2003

Mr. KOLBE, from the Committee on
Appropriations, submitted a privileged
report (Rept. No. 107–564) on the bill
(H.R. 5093) making appropriations for
the Department of the Interior and re-
lated agencies for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2003, and for other
purposes, which was referred to the
Union Calendar and ordered to be
printed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 1 of rule XXI, all points of
order are reserved on the bill.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

(Ms. NORTON addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

(Ms. KAPTUR addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

RESOLUTION OF CONFLICT
BETWEEN ETHIOPIA AND ERITREA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. MEEKS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MEEKS of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, today I would like to discuss an im-
portant issue in the Horn of Africa, a
final and binding resolution of the con-
flict between Ethiopia and Eritrea.

The Horn of Africa is one of the poor-
est regions in the world but also one of
the most strategic. It is a region
plagued by years of war and conflict,
some of which were caused by colonial
legacies, the Cold War, and border dis-
putes, but now with the help of the
international community, the nations
of Eritrea and Ethiopia sit at the cusp
of permanently breaking a cycle of
conflict.

One of my top priorities when I came
to this House was to help end conflict
on the continent of Africa by serving
as a member on the Subcommittee on
Africa. There have been many wars in
Africa. Some were just wars where Af-
rican peoples fought to overthrow the
yokes of colonialism and systems of

racism. However, other wars in Africa
fall into the category of unjust or
senseless wars.
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In the category of senseless wars in
Africa, very few would top the 2-year
border war between Eritrea and Ethi-
opia, two former brothers-in-arms who
once fought together for over 30 years
against dictatorships and for the right
to self-determination.

The conflict that erupted in 1998 be-
tween the two countries was the result
of a dispute over land in a barren,
roadless area of shrubs and desert, and
subsequent claims of military incur-
sions. Two years of fighting left tens of
thousands of people dead and more
than a million refugees on both sides of
the border displaced. What made this
war even more destructive was that
these nations, two of the poorest na-
tions in the world and dependent upon
foreign aid, were able to spend $3 bil-
lion to purchase weapons to wage this
war.

Mr. Speaker, during the war, I al-
ways kept my doors open to officials
from both nations. The only side I ever
chose during the conflict was to stand
on the side of all Ethiopians and all
Eritreans who were committed to
peace and who opposed the voices of
militarism on either side.

On December 12, 2000, the two coun-
tries signed a United Nations-backed
peace treaty, resulting in the end of
hostilities and the creation of an inde-
pendent commission to study and de-
marcate the disputed border area. Ac-
cording to the treaty, the border de-
marcation by the Hague Commission
was to be final and binding. At the
time, both countries stated their com-
mitment to peace by vowing to fully
implement the commission’s ruling no
matter what the outcome.

Mr. Speaker, on April 13 of this year,
the Hague Commission released its de-
cision on the demarcation of the Eri-
trean and Ethiopian border. Their deci-
sion reiterated the senselessness of the
war by leaving the border substantially
unaltered. Hence, what was this war
about? Why did thousands of Ethio-
pians and Eritrean men and women
have to die to resolve a border dispute?

Following the decision by the Hague
Commission on May 13, 2002, the Ethio-
pian Government requested an inter-
pretation of the commission’s decision
and order to implement the border de-
marcation process. While the original
peace agreement gave no room for ap-
peals by either party, the Hague Com-
mission decided to accept the request
by Ethiopia and pledged to provide a
response within 30 days. This is why I
wanted to speak on this issue today.

On June 24, the Hague Commission
released its clarification report in re-
sponse to Ethiopia’s request. While the
commission reviewed each of the
points in Ethiopia’s clarification re-
quest, it concluded by saying, ‘‘The
Ethiopian request for clarification and
interpretation appears to be founded on

a misapprehension regarding the scope
and effect of the Boundary Commis-
sion’s Rules of Procedure. The commis-
sion does not find in any of the items
that appear in section 2, 3 or 4 of the
Ethiopian request anything that iden-
tifies an uncertainty in the commis-
sion’s decision that could be resolved
by interpretation at this time. Accord-
ingly, the commission concludes that
the Ethiopian request is inadmissible
and no further action will be taken
upon it.’’

With this decision, it is high time for
a newly created African Union, the
United States, and the entire inter-
national community to emphasize the
following points to the leaders of both
Eritrea and Ethiopia:

One, that the Hague Commission’s
decision and reply to Ethiopia’s clari-
fication request must be adopted by
both parties as the final decision, once
and for all; that both countries must
abide by the Hague Commission’s rul-
ing, and the international community
should offer support to both nations to
fully implement the decision.

Two, both societies should learn the
lessons of the history of this war so
that its causes are not repeated in the
future. Conflicts over boundaries using
extreme forms of nationalism or ethnic
exaggerations are senseless struggles.

Finally, I would like to urge the lead-
ers of both nations to have the courage
to place the will of their citizens over
the interests of their power and out-
dated ideas about security.

Neither society won anything from the war
and both sides lost. Previous progress was set
back and both Ethiopia and Eritrea wasted
human and financial resources. The only win-
ners in unjust wars, are international arms
sellers and traders.

I am confident that the peoples of both na-
tions are tired of war. It is up to the leadership
of both nations to serve the will of their citi-
zens and demonstrate the vision to chart an ir-
reversible course towards a permanent peace.
I would like to challenge the leaders of both
nations to understand that real power comes
from leading a strong and prosperous society
in a nation that is respected and able to as-
sume its rightful place and responsibilities in
the global community.

More importantly, real security and sustain-
able processes of peace are not attainable
simply by having defined borders and terri-
torial integrity. In this era of globalization, well
defined borders and territorial integrity do not
and can not always guarantee security.

Yes borders and territorial integrity are im-
portant, but they can’t prevent instability and
insecurity in any nation whose citizens face
poverty, health crises and other forms of vio-
lence. Real security for any nation or society
in the 21st century is linked to the degree of
the political, social and economic conditions,
rights, and opportunities of its citizens.

So I say to the Governments of Ethiopia
and Eritrea: Accept the principle contained in
OAU’s framework for peace agreement which
calls for both sides to: ‘‘Reject the use of force
as a means of proposing solutions to dis-
putes.’’ Recognize that it is in your national
security interests to accept the ruling as final
and binding. Recognize that it is in your na-
tional strategic interests to put a senseless
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